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CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

Plaintiffs Regis Harvey, Amanda Collins, and Andrea McDonald were “regular 

capacity” employees hired by Defendant Maximus, Inc. (“Maximus” or “Defendant,” 

unless otherwise specified) and employed from approximately June 2013 up until April 25, 

2014.  Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of all other similarly situated employees, 

complain by their attorneys Howard Belodoff of Belodoff Law Office PLLC, and Jeremiah 

M. Hudson of Fisher Rainey Hudson as follows: 

I.__INTRODUCTION- NATURE OF THE ACTION 
 

1. All employers have an obligation to act honestly and in good faith with 

their employees.  This obligation requires that the employer not make misrepresentations 

regarding past and existing facts and to honor promises made to its employees.   

2. General Dynamics Information Technology (“GDIT”) awarded Maximus 

a contract for the Contact Center Operations project, to interface with the public regarding 

Health Insurance Exchanges under the Affordable Care Act, and based upon information 

and belief, Maximus has multiple call centers in the United States, including one in Boise, 

Idaho dedicated to this specific contract.  

3. This case arises out of Defendant Maximus’s systemic and unlawful 

treatment of Plaintiffs and hundreds, if not thousands, of similarly situated individuals 

employed at the Maximus call center located in Boise, Idaho. 

4. Plaintiffs in this case were employed by Defendant Maximus as Customer 

Service Representatives (“CSRs”), Trainers, and First-Level Supervisors.  CSRs were 

responsible for answering incoming calls to the center regarding the Affordable Care Act.  

Trainers for Maximus were tasked with reviewing and using company materials to train 
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incoming CSRs to answer calls relating to the Affordable Care Act.  First-Level 

Supervisors were tasked with the responsibility to monitor a team of approximately 14 

CSRs, which included monitoring their phone calls, reporting employee problems to higher 

level managers, checking CSRs’ timesheets, and coaching CSRs on customer service 

issues. 

5. From around June of 2013 up until approximately January 1, 2014, 

Plaintiffs were hired to staff the call center in Boise, Idaho.  

6. Plaintiffs sue on behalf of themselves and other similarly situated 

employees who worked for Maximus, at the call center located in Boise, Idaho, pursuant to 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23. 

7. Since around June of 2013, and thereafter, Defendant has made 

misrepresentations to Plaintiffs regarding the nature and length of their employment. 

8. Since around June of 2013, and thereafter, Defendant has made promises 

to Plaintiffs regarding the nature and length of their employment that Plaintiffs relied upon 

to their detriment.  

II.   JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
 

9. This Court has jurisdiction over the claims asserted in this action pursuant 

to 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2). 

10. Defendant is also subject to personal jurisdiction because this case arises 

from Defendant’s wrongful conduct in Idaho, where Maximus maintains a call center and 

employs the Plaintiff class. 

11. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2). A 

substantial part of the events and the omissions giving rise to Plaintiffs’ claims occurred in 
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this district.  Additionally, Defendant is deemed to reside in this district under 1391(c) 

because it is subject to personal jurisdiction in the district. 

12. This Court is empowered to issue a declaratory judgment and further 

relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202. 

III.  PARTIES 
 

A. The Representative Plaintiffs 
 

13. Plaintiff Regis Harvey (“Harvey”) resides in Idaho.  Harvey has worked 

for Maximus in Boise, Idaho as a Trainer since July of 2013.  Harvey quit his job at 

Verizon, which he held for six (6) years, to work at Maximus. 

14. Plaintiff Amanda Collins (“Collins”) resides in Idaho.  Collins has worked 

for Maximus in Boise, Idaho as a CSR since July of 2013.  Collins quit her job at ITT 

Technical Institute as an Instructor, which she held for more than four (4) years, to work at 

Maximus. 

15. Plaintiff Andrea McDonald (“McDonald”) resides in Idaho.  McDonald 

has worked for Maximus, in Boise, Idaho as a First-Level Supervisor since July of 2013.  

McDonald shut down her custom clothing and shoe company to work at Maximus. 

16. The Plaintiff class will include any similarly situated Maximus “regular 

capacity” employees hired from June 2013 up until January 1, 2014, at its Boise call center.   

17. “Regular capacity” employees are those individuals Maximus hired to 

work full-time without any defined contractual limitations. 

18. Based upon information and belief, there are approximately 1,000 

similarly situated employees that are, or have been, employed by Maximus at its call center 

in Boise, Idaho.   
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B. Defendant Maximus 

19. Maximus is, and at all times material hereto was, a corporation organized 

under the laws of the state of Virginia with its headquarters and principal place of business 

in Reston, Virginia.  Maximus operates call centers in various global locations including 

one in Boise, Idaho with a capacity of approximately 1800 employees.  Maximus has 

operated the Boise call center since approximately August of 2013 as part of an 

approximately one hundred million dollar ($100,000,000.00) contract to take calls from 

individuals from various parts of the United States using health insurance exchanges under 

the Affordable Care Act contract. 

20. The Federal government awarded GDIT the primary one hundred million 

dollar Affordable Care Act contract.  GDIT then awarded Maximus a thirty (30) month 

subcontract for the Contact Center Operations project (hereinafter the “CCO contract.”)  

21.  Based upon information and belief, GDIT paid Maximus the full contract 

price prior to June 2013. 

IV. CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

22. The Plaintiffs propose to represent a class of all persons who were hired 

by Maximus as “regular capacity” employees from approximately June 2013 up until 

January 1, 2014, and were employed at its Boise call center as CSRs, trainers, and First-

Level supervisors. 

23. The proposed class consists of approximately 1,000 individuals.  Joining 

all of them in a single action would be impracticable because of their numbers. 

24. The Plaintiffs’ claims and the defenses for fraudulent misrepresentation, 

negligent misrepresentation, and promissory estoppel are typical of the claims and the 
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defenses of members of the proposed class because they are based upon a common set of 

facts. 

25. As to all of the members of the proposed class there are common issues of 

fact and law, including: 

A. Whether Defendant Maximus made fraudulent misrepresentations; i.e. 

Maximus told Plaintiffs that: (1) Plaintiffs accepted “career” 

employment; and (2) Plaintiffs’ employment with Maximus would last 

beyond the first open enrollment period and continue through the 

duration of the CCO contract; 

B. Whether Defendant Maximus made negligent misrepresentations; i.e. 

Maximus told Plaintiffs that: (1) Plaintiffs accepted “career” 

employment; and (2) Plaintiffs’ employment with Maximus would last 

beyond the first open enrollment period and continue through the 

duration of the CCO contract; 

C. Whether Defendant Maximus made promises to Plaintiffs which they 

relied on; i.e. Plaintiffs relied on Maximus’s promises that: (1) 

Plaintiffs accepted “career” employment; (2) Plaintiffs’ employment 

with Maximus would last beyond the first open enrollment period and 

continue through the duration of the CCO contract; and (3) that the 

CCO contract would not be the only project Plaintiffs would service 

as part of their employment with Maximus. 

26. Defendant Maximus used the same job advertisements which both the 

Plaintiffs and proposed class saw in common. 
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27. Defendant Maximus used a standard hiring and interview process which 

both the Plaintiffs and proposed class experienced in common. 

28. Defendant Maximus used a generic new hire onboarding which both the 

Plaintiffs and proposed class attended.  

29. Defendant Maximus used generic employment documentation, including 

but not limited to employee offer letters, employee termination letters, and frequently 

asked question sheets that both Plaintiffs and the proposed class members were given. 

30. The Plaintiffs have counsel that is experienced in representing classes 

under F.R.C.P. 23 and in litigating cases involving misrepresentation under Idaho law. 

31. Plaintiffs’ counsel has selected representative Plaintiffs who will fairly 

and adequately represent the claims of the proposed class. 

32. The named Plaintiffs and counsel do not have any conflicts of interest 

with the proposed class members and the named Plaintiffs and their counsel will prosecute 

this action diligently and vigorously on behalf of the class.   

33. Plaintiffs’ counsel has investigated this issue since Maximus’s notification 

of the RIF.  Plaintiffs’ counsel has interviewed, conservatively, one hundred individuals 

who have been subject to the RIF. 

34. The questions of fact and law common to the members of the class will 

predominate over any issues that are unique to any Plaintiff or to any member of the 

proposed class. 

35. The class action is the superior method for fairly and efficiently 

adjudicating this case.  

V.  PLAINTIFFS’ CLASS-WIDE FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
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36. At all relevant times, Maximus employed “regular capacity” employees at 

its Boise call center.    

37. “Regular capacity” employees are those individuals Maximus hired to 

work full-time, without any defined contractual limitations.   

38. In contrast, “limited service” employees are those individuals Maximus 

hired to work full-time for a contractually defined period of time. 

39. Maximus offered “regular capacity” employment to individuals hired 

from June 2013 up until January 1, 2014, at its Boise call center. 

40. Prior to June 2013, Maximus began advertising for employment at its 

Boise call center. 

41. From June 2013 up until January 2014, Maximus advertised its 

recruitment of up to 1800 permanent and seasonal customer service representatives and 

operations support staff. 

42. Beginning in July 2013 throughout January 2014, Maximus held multiple 

job fairs in conjunction with the Idaho Department of Labor. 

43. Maximus told Plaintiffs during their initial interviews for employment, 

and on multiple occasions thereafter, that “regular capacity” employees would remain 

employed after the first open enrollment period to service future enrollment periods 

through the duration of the CCO contract.  

44. Maximus also told Plaintiffs that after the CCO contract they would work 

on other projects for Maximus. 

45. Maximus hired “regular capacity” employees from June 2013 up until 

January 1, 2014, at the Boise call center under the guise of long-term employment, that 
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they would be accepting “career” employment.   

46. Specifically, it was explained to employees that “[w]e believe this is an 

excellent career opportunity for you and that we can offer you challenges to grow 

professionally.” See Harvey’s Offer Letter at 1.  Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and 

correct copy of Regis Harvey’s Offer Letter.  All named Plaintiffs received substantially 

similar offer letters. 

47. Maximus told its “regular capacity” employees that the Boise call center 

would service the CCO contract with GDIT, which was a 30 month contract. 

48. Maximus also told its “regular capacity” employees that it would also 

service other contracts, thus extending their employment beyond the Affordable Care Act 

enrollment period.   

49. Specifically, it was explained to employees that “[a]s you know, 

MAXIMUS provides services through various contracts.  Continued employment at 

MAXIMUS is contingent on the viability and continuation of these contracts.  The 

cancellation or non-renewal of these contracts may adversely impact your employment 

with MAXIMUS.”  See Exhibit A at 2. 

50. Upon information and belief, GDIT has not cancelled its 30 month CCO 

contract with Maximus. 

51. Maximus hired employees after approximately January 1, 2014, under 

“limited service” contracts.  “Limited service” contracts limit employment to a defined 

time period.   

52. Each “limited service” contract provided employees specific employment 

timeframes according to the employee’s date of hire.   
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53. Employees hired under “limited service” contracts were given “limited 

service offer letters” that were used to let employees know that the job was not expected to 

last more than the communicated timeframe. 

54. On or about February 24, 2014, Maximus announced that in April 2014 

Maximus would employ a major reduction of employees in both its Boise and Brownsville, 

Texas call centers.   

55. On or about February 24, 2014, Maximus told its Boise employees in a 

document entitled “Frequently Asked Questions (“FAQ”) CCO Reduction in Force” 

(hereinafter “RIF FAQ”), that the reduction in force (“RIF”) in both Brownsville and Boise 

were due to the significant reduction in call volumes. See RIF FAQ at 1.  Attached hereto 

as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the RIF FAQ.  All named Plaintiffs received the 

same RIF FAQ.  

56. On or about February 24, 2014, in the same RIF FAQ, and contrary to 

what the RIF FAQ states in the opening paragraph on page 1, Maximus also told its Boise 

employees that the RIF was pre-determined during the project planning phase, which was 

before Plaintiffs’ hiring in approximately June of 2013.   

57. Specifically, the RIF FAQ states “[t]his RIF is based on the expected 

reduction in volume from our client on the ACA enrollment contract.  The reduction in 

staff was determined during the project planning phase and coincides with ACA enrollment 

call volume, prior to the [FLSA] lawsuit.”  Exhibit B at 4, ¶ 21.   

58. Maximus told its Boise employees to expect the RIF to occur on or around 

April 25, 2014. 

59. On or about February 24, 2014, Maximus held meetings in Boise to 
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discuss the RIF with employees. 

60. On or about February 24, 2014, as part of the RIF FAQ sheet, Maximus 

told its Boise employees that they were not told about the potential reduction in force when 

they were hired because: 

As we’ve seen first-hand, call volumes have been higher than 
expected and somewhat unpredictable.  While we expected a reduced 
volume of calls after the peak season, we were uncertain what 
direction would come from our client in terms of timing and required 
staffing.  We worked closely with our client throughout the contract 
to determine the exact numbers needed in order to communicate 
accurate information to our employees in as timely a manner as 
possible. 
 
Exhibit B at 1, ¶ 4. 

 
61. On or about February 24, 2014, Maximus told its Boise employees that 

Maximus will be hiring/rehiring all employees in the fall of 2014 in a “limited service” 

capacity. 

62. On or about March 20, 2014, Maximus began distributing termination 

letters to employees subject to the RIF, announcing their termination to be effective April 

25, 2014. 

63. In its March 2014 termination letters to Plaintiffs, Maximus admits that 

without the service of its employees, “the CCO project’s support of the initial ACA 

enrollment period would not have been possible.” See Harvey’s Termination Letter.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of Regis Harvey’s Termination 

Letter.  All named Plaintiffs received substantially the same termination letters. 

64. From the opening date of the Boise facility through at least January 2014, 

Maximus continued to hire CSRs, Trainers, and First-Level Supervisors on a “regular 
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capacity” and a “limited capacity” basis.  

65. Plaintiffs were terminated on April 25, 2014. 

VI. FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION 

 
66. Plaintiffs allege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs of 

this complaint as if fully alleged herein. 

67. Defendant made an untrue representation or statement of past or existing 

material fact; i.e. Maximus told Plaintiffs that: (1) Plaintiffs accepted “career” 

employment; and (2) Plaintiffs’ employment with Maximus would last beyond the first 

open enrollment period and continue through the duration of the CCO contract. 

68. Defendant knew that its representations were false; i.e. prior to Plaintiffs’ 

hiring in June 2013, Maximus determined in its project planning phase a RIF would occur 

at its Boise call center.  

69. Defendant intended for Plaintiffs to act on its untrue representation; i.e. 

Maximus intended for Plaintiffs to quit their previous employment and/or stop actively 

seeking employment other than Maximus so that Maximus could sufficiently staff the 

Boise call center and meet its obligations to GDIT under the CCO contract.  

70. Plaintiffs had no knowledge of the falsity of the representations made by 

Defendant; i.e., based upon information and belief, Maximus did not tell any trainer, first-

level supervisor, or CSR about the RIF until February 24, 2014. 

71. Plaintiffs had a right to rely upon the representations made by Maximus.  

72. Plaintiffs suffered damages as a result of Defendant’s untrue 

representations in an amount to be determined at trial; i.e. Plaintiffs left viable employment 
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for a career opportunity at Maximus, and/or Plaintiffs selected the career employment 

opportunity at Maximus over other available career opportunities.  Further, Plaintiffs are no 

longer employed by Maximus as they were subject to the RIF. 

73. Plaintiffs have been required to retain counsel to pursue a claim against 

Defendant.   

VII. SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION 

 
74. Plaintiffs allege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs of 

this complaint as if fully alleged herein. 

75. Defendant made an untrue representation or statement of past or existing 

material fact; i.e. Maximus told Plaintiffs that: (1) Plaintiffs accepted “career” 

employment; and (2) Plaintiffs’ employment with Maximus would last beyond the first 

open enrollment period and continue through the duration of the CCO contract. 

76. Defendant was ignorant of the representation or statement’s falsity, or had 

an insufficient basis for asserting that the representation was true.  

77. Defendant intended for Plaintiffs to act on its untrue representation; i.e. 

Maximus intended for Plaintiffs to quit their previous employment and/or stop actively 

seeking employment other than Maximus so that Maximus could sufficiently staff the 

Boise call center and meet its obligations to GDIT under the CCO contract.  

78. Plaintiffs had no knowledge of the falsity of the representations made by 

Defendant; i.e., based upon information and belief, Maximus did not tell any trainer, first-

level supervisor, or CSR about the RIF until February 24, 2014. 

79. Plaintiffs had a right to rely upon the representations made by Defendant. 
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80. Plaintiffs suffered damages as a result of Defendant’s untrue 

representations, in an amount to be determined at trial; i.e. Plaintiffs left viable 

employment for a career opportunity at Maximus, and/or Plaintiffs selected the career 

employment opportunity at Maximus over other available career opportunities.  Further, 

Plaintiffs are no longer employed by Maximus as they were subject to the RIF. 

81. Plaintiffs have been required to retain counsel to pursue a claim against 

Defendant.   

VIII. THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL 

 
82. Plaintiffs allege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs of 

this complaint as if fully alleged herein. 

83. Plaintiffs relied on Defendant’s promises; i.e. Plaintiffs relied on 

Maximus’s promises that: (1) Plaintiffs accepted “career” employment; (2) Plaintiffs’ 

employment with Maximus would last beyond the first open enrollment period and 

continue through the duration of the CCO contract; and (3) that the CCO contract likely 

would not be the only project Plaintiffs would service as part of their employment with 

Maximus. 

84. Plaintiffs’ detriment suffered in reliance was substantial in an economic 

sense; i.e. Plaintiffs left viable employment for a career opportunity at Maximus, and/or 

Plaintiffs selected the career employment opportunity at Maximus over other available 

career opportunities.  Further, Plaintiffs are no longer employed by Maximus as they were 

subject to the RIF.  Additionally, because of their participation in this lawsuit, Plaintiffs did 

not receive severance compensation.  
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85. Plaintiffs’ detriment was, or should have been, foreseeable by Defendant; 

i.e. Maximus knew, or should have known, that by taking employment with Maximus, 

Plaintiffs forewent other employment opportunities.  Maximus knew that by conducting the 

RIF Plaintiffs would be unemployed. 

86. Plaintiffs acted reasonably in justifiable reliance on the promises 

Defendant made; i.e. Maximus made the same promises to all Plaintiffs.  Each of the 

Plaintiffs believed Maximus, and accepted Maximus’s offers of employment foregoing 

other opportunities.  Plaintiffs’ reliance was reasonable. 

87. As a result of Defendant’s false promises, Plaintiffs have sustained 

damages in an amount to be determined at trial, in excess of $80,000.00. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of all other similarly-

situated persons, pray for the following relief: 

 
A. That the Court determine that this action may be maintained as a class action  

under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 23(a) and (b)(3); 

B. That, at the earliest possible time, Plaintiffs be allowed to give notice of this 

class action, or that the Court issue such notice, to all persons who are presently, 

or have been at any time during the year immediately preceding the filing of this 

suit, up through and including the date of the Court’s issuance of Court-

supervised Notice, been employed by Maximus at its Boise call center. Such 

persons shall be informed that this civil action has been filed, of the nature of the 

action, and of their right to opt out of this lawsuit; 
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C. That the Court find that Maximus’s misrepresentations have been intentional, or 

in the alternative negligent; 

D. That the Court award to Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class compensatory and 

punitive damages in excess of $80,000.00, in an amount to be determined at 

trial; 

E. That Plaintiffs be awarded reasonable attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to Rule 

23(h); and 

F. That the Court award such other and further relief as this Court may deem 

appropriate. 

DEMAND FOR TRIAL BY JURY 
 

Pursuant to Rule 38(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiffs demand a 

trial by jury on all questions of fact raised by the complaint. 

Respectfully submitted this 25th day of April, 2014.  

 
 /s/    
Howard A. Belodoff, ISB No. 2290 
BELODOFF LAW OFFICE PLLC 
1004 West Fort Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 331-3378 
Facsimile: (208) 947-0014 
Email: hbelodoff@hotmail.com 
 
 /s/    
Jeremiah M. Hudson, ISB No. 8364 
FISHER RAINEY HUDSON 
910 West Main Street, Suite 254 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 345-7000 
Facsimile: (208) 297-2689 
Email: jeremiah@frhtriallawyers.com 
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs and 
Proposed Class 
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